explorations have not only conceived narration as a form of representation which conveys the content of a story. Rather, narration has come to be seen as a basic mode of constructing reality. Theorists have argued that important elements of human knowledge and cognition emerge in a narrative process. Sociologists, for instance, have pointed to the role that autobiographical accounts play for the self-conception of individuals, suggesting that the identity of a person can be understood as his or her ability to tell a coherent life story.
Historians and philosophers of history took up this topic in the 1960s. To a larger extent than scholars working within other disciplines, they have tended to think about narrativity with regard to their own profession. 'History' -the object of historical study -does not exist outside historians' texts, but is created in the process of writing. This is why reflections on narration and narratives have implicitly and explicitly raised the question of what historians actually do when they 'write history'. Therefore, discussion among historians has largely centred on general and theoretical aspects, such as the narrative character of history and historical research. This approach has spawned intense and philosophically fruitful discussions. At the same time, however, it has limited the focus of the debate. All-too-often historians have overlooked how narratological theories can help analyse historical works and contribute to the history of historiography.
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Generally, 'History' is not only the product of narrative techniques and structures. Numerous factors influence the process of writing history and in one way or another shape the views of the past that historians convey in their texts. 4 Historical texts are based on other texts -on primary sources -which historians use according to long-established methodological rules. Moreover, they are bound by the conventions and norms of different genres; a textbook might not allow for the same kind of statements -or, for that matter, tone -that readers expect in a monograph. Finally, historical works are part of what Pierre Bourdieu calls an academic 'field' and of various historiographical traditions. Even so, however, narrative structures or, put in more general terms, the process of writing a text deeply affects the image historians present of the past. Every single element in this process, ranging from chapter titles to the selection of facts and further to the space dedicated to specific events, contributes to the overall meaning of historical works. The composition of a text adds an important dimension to the historical interpretation, which sometimes conforms to the judgments stated explicitly in the text but may also run counter to them or simply provide additional nuances. This fact is well established in the study of literature and it equally applies to historiography in so far as it is a linguistic product.
German historiography on the Weimar Republic offers a particularly useful example for exploring how the writing of a text shapes the interpretation of history. One of the most influential and expansive fields of West German 'Zeitgeschichte' (contemporary history) since the end of the Second World War, the historiography on the Weimar Republic has so far received scant historical attention. The vast body of scholarship on Weimar, which covers a wide range of topics and includes a large number of synthetic studies, suggests that the history of Weimar has always been at the centre of the attempt to understand German national history of the twentieth century. At the same time, historical research on Weimar has been characterized by a remarkable degree of consensus. Even though historians have fought bitter debates, especially in the 1950s and 1970s, they seem to share a number of basic assumptions. The gist of this consensus can
